three chapters (4, 10, and 14) focus on an extended analysis of a single specific work of literature. The placement side-by-side of historical overviews and more detailed studies gives the anthology as whole a heterogeneous quality. However, the recurrence of the same writers, works, and themes in different chapters and from different perspectives exposes the reader to some of the central concerns of contemporary Tibetan literature. For example, two works of Don grub rgyal , "Waterfall of Youth" (Lang tsho'i rbab chu) and "A Narrow Footpath" (Rkang lam phra mo), Tsering Shakya analyzes as rejecting tradition (pp. 77-81) but Nancy Lin sees as revitalizing tradition (pp. 104-105) . The conjunction of such differing interpretations reveals that the major works of contemporary Tibetan literature are as ambiguous and laden with meaning as great works of literature in any language.
A preoccupation running throughout the volume is the status of writings by Tibetans in Chinese (especially chapters 2, 8, 9, and 10). Yangdon Dhondup gives a historical overview of poetry in Chinese by Tibetan authors (chapter 2). Lara Maconi addresses the relationship between Sinophone and Tibetophone authors and publishing (chapter 8). Patricia Schiaffini-Vedani and Howard Choy provide detailed discussions of specific works in Chinese (chapters 9 and 10). In these discussions, the meaningfulness of the author being Tibetan is taken surprisingly for granted (pp. 56, 176 Although one of the major theses in this volume is the engagement of contemporary Tibetan literature with tradition, the authors do not sufficiently demonstrate familiarity with traditional Sanskrit and Tibetan literature. Despite various assertions such as that Shel-dkar gling-pa "draws his style and select metaphors from Indic Kāvya" (p. 14), no examples, citations, or analyses are provided.
In her detailed discussion of the use of the "metaphor of doubt" (the tshom gi dpe) in a poem by Gsung-rab Rgya-mtsho, Lauran Hartley mentions that such metaphors are enumerated in the second chapter of the Kāvyadarśa (more specifically 2.26), but fails to cite an edition of this text or to provide the Sanskrit equivalent term saṃśayopamā (p. 22). This inattentiveness to Sanskrit also results in a number of unfortunate inconsistencies and spelling mistakes, including vacillation between the incorrect "Ramayana" (pp. xxvii, 70, 92) and the correct "Rāmāyaṇa" (pp. 8, 91) as well as the incorrect use of "Tara" for "Tārā" (p. 51) and "alaṅkāra" for "alaṁkāra" (p. 90). In their introduction, Hartley and Schiaffini-Vedani write, "As Tibetan writers seek to carve out a unique literary space, they must distinguish themselves vis-à-vis two fronts-the so-called Indianization of their ancestral writing and the Sinocentric or western models prevailing in the Chinese literary world" (p. xxiv).
To some extent these dichotomies inhibit rather than aid the contextualization of (Tibetan btsan-po, cf. Beckwith 1993, 218-219) .
